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It would appear that no other single educational issue'in recent years

has resulted in more aublic fervor than that of school desegregation. The

polarization of the public with respect to this issue finds its co',terpart in

the ranks of the social researchers as well. Public forces against adjudicated

integration have found support in James Coleman who has transformed his research

interests in white flight from public schools-into actions of a more political

nature. rued with the results of studies which stand in contradiction-to those

of Cole,,ni (1975), Thomas 'Pettigrew and Robert Green (1976), have sought to

[1,1 tha ,wit Lore is little or no relationship between court ordered.de-

se reiati,:n cnd fltgat,

In spite of the often heated debate on both sides it has become clear'

that th,te is a ;:re,it deal of district-to-district \iariation in people's response

to Dosulrenation, no matter what its motivation, does

not n2ce,.,i tesiittn white flight. A host of other factors uniquely asso-
1

elate's! with each icrikyall district appear to affect the size and direction of

people's reacjon.

This implies tw cautions with respect to analyzing the effects of dese-

gr.2gation on "whitc flight". The first is that the analysis cannot take place

in a vaci,r:'. Chr must understand the context in which the particular desegrega-

tic,n proi.,1:; was e!-Tecially with respect to historical changes in

secoad is ti,at the data must be handled as a time

a S e,!r:y.icT,--ALuantinuity analysis providing the test for the effect.

ia,n dr,:rict 'o Le e>d,i;tried this provides al independent test of the impact of

r

%lb
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- The analyses presented in the following paper epresent,the author's

attempt to apply' these guidelines to an analysis of the effect of the cluster

desegregation program on 'white flight" from the Lansing Public Schools. The

first section contains the results of analyses involving historical and geo-

graphical trends in white and non-white enrollment. The second section deals

specifically with the impact of the cluster program on the racial balance of

the Lansing schools.

Ldnsirg and Unite Flinht--The Historical and Geographical Context

As has tP.2i1 rood in every "Ethnic Count Report" issued by thc. Lansing

Sch)o, ,!nce 1973, there has been a decline in the number of white

elan, nit,ry slus.i.:hts-si!ice at least 1968. In addition, there has been a sub-

sLxtial ;,;sr-ase in tne enrollil,2nt of minority students over the same period.

retu,2,2n Jr17 of 1968 and June of 1975 white elementary enrollment has declined

from ov:r 1-111] trcmsind to less than twelve thousarid--a decrease of more

tnin . enrollrerA has swelled from just over 3,000 in 1968 to

nearly 5,0)) in 1975--on increase of 60:,. Table 1 presents a detailed year-by-

year breadown of these trends. As can be seen, the decreases in *Mite enroll-

ment have been consistent in every year and the increases in all minority en-

rhent ne-ri so. 7n 196;1 the eluentay enrollment in Lansing was 84Z white;

in 1975 this h,ld fal7..n to 71 Clearly a transformation of the racial com-

poion of tn, s:.hool: hos bee n taking place.

In an effort o ploc_o this trend in a wider perspective, data were ob-

tuin,_A fr - !A,,2 ,4Jrtment of Education showing school district enroll-

ment for all -..cools in the three county region surrounding Lansing.

1 cr thi roport. It way bL readily noted

4



. Table 1.

Lansing` Elementary School Enrollment As of June of Each Year

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

White 15787 15621 15236 14877 14136 13282 12557 11676

Non-white 3005, 3304 3654 4071 4342 4541 4691 4808

Percent
White 84 83 81. 79 77 75 73 71
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that, while many of the smaller districts have experienced gains in white en-

rollment, thre have also been some districts such as East Lansing, Waverly,

Bath and Bellevue which have shown decreases in white enrollment. While the

magnitude of these losses is less than lO in all cases, Lansing has not been

alone in experiencing "white flight." A further analysis of this data was

carried out by treating the white enrollment for each district as a variable

with each year as an observation. Year to year fluctuations in white enrollment

for each pair of school districts were correlated. Table 2 contains these cor-

relations. Most notable are the positive correlations involving white enroll-

ment in the Lansing scnools with that in Waverly (.92), Mason (.72), Okemcs (.71),1

East Lansing (.(-)2) and Bath (.86)--all districts which lie in close proximity

to Ldnsin:7. It would therefore appear that the loss of white students from

Lansing is a phenomenon more associated with the urban area of which Lansing is

the center tnan uniquely with Lansing itself.

This central decline in white enrollment has been counterbalanced to

some e;c1cnt by the growth of white enrollment in outlying areas--growth that has

been hi0!y correlated with the pattern of decline. The districts showing growth

for th3 most pert demonstrate strong negative correlations with those in the

central region and hi0 positive correlations among themselves.

While white enrollment has demonstrated the above described pattern of

fluctuation in the Tri-County area, minority enrollment has shown a somewhat

different pattern. Examination of Table 3 which contains the correlations of

minority enrollment betwr.en pairs of school oistricts reveals a more pervasive

. positive tr_nd. The correldti,ms tend to be both large and positive for this

variable. Patterns strongly associated with that of Lansing are manifested by

DeWitt (.'33), Bellevue (.91), Grand Ledge (.83), Maple Valley (.84), East

Lansing ( .93), Holt ( .90) , Mason ( .89) , Okemos ( .97) , Waverly (.99) and

6
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Webberville (:;5). While declines in white enrollment have been confined pri-

marily to a region encorlpassing Lansing, Waverly, Bath and East Lansing, growth

in minority enrollment has been a more general phenomenon involving much of the

Tri-County area.

As a final point of interest, Table 4 presents enrollment figures for

the private and -,rochial schools in the Lansing area. With the sole exception

of the 1970-7l school year during which two Catholic schools were consolidated

(one lying mAtide of the Lansing attendance area), there has been a nearly

steady dtAline in white enrollment over the seven year span in conjunction with

a graJ',1 ih'ri,;;,_ in minority flrtillmnt. To the extent to which meaningful

co:! ,c1 in be.;1,11 1.,usin:j public and non-public schools, the

trends ar! 1J,,rical. The %lilt,: pnenow2non has manifested itself in

the Lan`-lh) reflion as soHthin9 ;lore akii, to actual residential changes than

fliOt to civoL-,

L.-nsinn :nd of the Cluster Proriram

a piiliminary i:inalysis of the impact of the desegregation program on

the racial bilJni_e in Lansing public schools, fluctuations in the racial com-

positicn of Inc, -ii strict were examined for a twelve year period. The data

were qatT_Ted from lyo sourcesthe Michigan repartment of Education and Appen-

2 of '1,,H.)J 1.1.n1 end Fl: (!ht" by Christine H. Rossell. These

ara Hie Hrt of Figure 1. While there has been considerable

viciaHci y_ir Lhannes in iiercent white, there has been a con-

;

nrr

in tuc5e d--to consistent with the results of the

rcp ',2!LorV Sc 100IS presented earlier.

ion , addr,!,,,A Lo this dita. The first was whether or

iq nerc,_nt liking place at the start of the Cluster Plan

9



Table 4.

Lansing Private and Parochial Schocl Enrollment

1.

69-70 70-71* 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76

Minority 163. . 170 114 160 181 alb

Majority 2404 3494 2451 2350 2292 2252

* of two Catholic schools (one of which was not in the Lansing
att,wr1,,n(.p irea) caused this iurip in enrollment wh4.c0 was followed by a
rdpld deciIrc Lq pre-consoiidation level due to overcrowding.

4



5

( ) 1 .TO pattern estaLl 1Th`,2d over the years preceding

17_ .,,,.letkl2r or not the pattern of decline prior to its imposi-

(31 t I ik511'; ;

,,,er :le f1r ct Ion the (-Hinges in percent white for each

year prier 'o .ere regressed on year (1965 being year . The estimated

rem -;.,1,),1 .nRn resulted is presented in the next section of Figure 1.

c.n be r r2, there is Tilt(' a bit of variation about

tn .. r in._ n ;C. tno (20.4-1 iLiero_s point toward a pattern

in the loss of ',JrCtt'..) from one year to the next. Esti -invoi

In( 1 ;,in,rie, pro jer,,f, i (01 f w 1972. The

Cc

I

OS-

r,11 Cl leg I a t,..(1 and are

It Si ,)1. I.HroLtiim reveAls that the pro-

1 ,/. fin 1.x.re from i to cc tool value

re, 1 t. bIn +.,h2re 10 110 CV dance thA the de-

ch sh. l (,v,r he previous years. In

t,,, ob. o-v .(1 in percent white

e, pos' lift '0 Jat a' tern:

,_C !' ' .-,end re(jr.)lutl fqinAtion ,,:as estimated

Iv- (1J7T hem ci,,.,IcinatA as year, 1). The

,Ire presented 'as the last part of Figure 1

1f OJ1 H fire regression analysis. The first
v 11,:c ol ;7 to a post-I:372 value

, in Tho second -ts that

[It,tnq n,lativ! to b2inq

" in r,r;enr ..,11i to_. n2tting,!--,kaller as time

1! 1) r:..1 11 n 10 ha* prod ict,A, by

, eh It t,i0 trend ,,;()ntiimo,, it points toward

1 9



6

a stabiliz,!t , bf tle racial balance of the Lansing public schools by 1980.

Sine the implementation-of the cluster desegregation program did not

involve all Lansing ele[1,,ent.ary schools, it was possible to carry out a more

sensitive on,.11y!s ccnparing year to year fluctuations in the racial valance

between cluster and non-cluster schools. The data which provided the basis

for the analysts are presented in Appendix 2 of the paper. Due to the fact

that Clusters I and II were implemented in the same year, they were combined

for the purpusts of this and subsequent analyses.

Ir tne cluster plan had a deleterious effect upon the racial balance

11) " ) wo,11,A enact a greater decline in percent white for each

cl , of ii.b1:21.1c,,.-ition than in the remainder of the elementary

j observed is presented es FiTire 2. Examnation of

t.w. in the year of icplementation in Clusters I and II

(1J7 : i I (1973) the rate of decrease in percent white was actu-

,

of tne remain:ler of tee eji,,entary systul. In fact, Clus-

. d a s;;,11 'absolute increase in its percent white in its

In c' otne asoects of these data it would Appear that there is

t ;
. 'n to.:ard a stabilization in the racial coi,position

of IL_fl')-1[1-; senuols. The percent white in Cluster III and non-clus-

-1 1- faticd to exhibit its expected decline between 1974 and

,1 only t'.ie percent in Clu-,'ers I and II. If this trend

al s'-a,ilizatioo br,dicld by the regression oTlation

di,, rice_ ley-A cute carnnt fail to OCCAW.

an,ily,,is not only serves to refute tne hypo-

1 in ha] J,,,ce:era,fd wuito fetiii the clew rif;ry

13
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7

schools but added weight to previous optimistic projections relative to

tne racial balance of the school district as a whole.

Perhap:, tne Lost detailed analysis possible in the search for a "white

flight" effect Lorre3oonding to tne implementation of the cluster plan involves

an examination of the racial mix of separate cohort groups as they advance

thro_igh the sc»1 system. In this context a cohort group would be considered

as corTosed of students who, if they had een enrolled in the district in first

grade, w id have been first graders in the same year. Cohort group numbers

in the f dised.ssion refer to the grade in which the cohort was enrolled

in tee I , pos.?, re_,ent year in which so detailed iata were

eru ,:ere csciblis'icd and on examination of tne percent white

in ca??; ,is carnal 'asing Cluster I and II, Cluster III and non-cluster

sc'le in order that there Le ._:11 pre and post desegregation data

for cDnorts III, IV, V ,:nd VI were examined. The graphs re-

, ,,csd:.ro ace eresc,lied as Fieures 3 through 6.

:hatien t the ocaThs reveals no trend identifiable with a "white

fl, re
ciL,sr,er plan excepL for a decrease in percent white

in c fCC C1).('S I and II, and Cluster III in their respective years of

_ :n ,e first instance there would appear to be sizable year to

fl julywdy. In odc,ition, the decrease taking place

irc,_ed by an inc_ease between 1972 and 1970.

4, in percent i'v'aiue corresponis ex-

r, by tLe hon-cluster eleintary, schools at the

In?t thr ',cant evidence for a "white flight"

15
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Figure 3. ill

Percent white in Cohort III

4 .... ..... .... ... ... .. . . . . .. .. ........ ........."

)

i

11.4>
Schc'ol 19;2-73
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non-cluster schools
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Deegrenation was implelTnted in Clusters
I and II in 1972 and in Cluster III in 1973.

16



Percent

White

100

90

70

CO

50

40

20

10

Figure 4.

Percent White in Cohort IV
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Year 1971-72 1972 -73 1973-74 1974-75

011.11. .11M

non-cluster schools

Cluster I and II schools

Cluster III schools

Desegreckition WdS implenented in Clusters I and II

in 1972 and in Cluster III in 1973.
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Percent White in Cohort V
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Percent White in Cohort VI
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Cluster III schools

Desegregation was implemented in Clusters I tnd II in
1972 and in Cluster III in 1973
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8

effect attributable to the cluster desegregation plan is insufficient to demon-

strate any meaningful impact of the plan on the racial composition of the schools

involved when compared to schools which were unaffected.

In summary, the inconslu;ive evidence of a negative effect cif the cluster

desegregation plan on the racial balance in Lansing schools must be seen as beipg

vastly overshadowed by the ongoing exodus of white students from the central

region encompassing Waverly, East Lansing, Lansing Parochial and Lansing Public

Schools. The fact that Lansing shows the greatest tendency towards a reduction

in the ,2rcent white in its schools is probably due more to the differential im-

pact of economic factors on white and minority groups than for any other reason.

Tne implel.entation of the cluster desegregation program has certainly not ad-

versely uffec:ed the situation from the standpoint of the racial balance in

Lansing PL,Dlic Schools as a whole. In fact, trends from the last four years
1

even offr.r sore hope for a stabilization of the racial composition of the scluvls

in the n(,ar f(,turn.

20
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APPENDIX 1.

School Enrollment For Majority and Minority Students
in the Tri-County Area 197C-71 to 1975-76

Mipority

1970-71

21

1971-72

23

1972-73

28

1973-74

26

1974-75

29'

1975-76*

47

DeWitt
Majority 1645 1696 1728 1822 1830 1842

Minority 0 2 0 0 0 0
Fowler

Majority 608 693 722 766 858 864

Minority 44 37 28 32 32 42
Bath

Majority 1400 1368 1377 1362 1342 1346

Minority 62 43 48 43 51 54
Ovid

Majority 2428 2428 2433 2446 2383 2374

Minority 0 0 0 1 0 O''

Pewamo-
Westphalia Majority 861 888 888 952 958 971

Minority 111 111 128 127 125 108
St. Johns

Majority 3934 4148 4161 4270 4511 4120

4

Minority 6 4 10 15 20 24

Bellevue
Majority 1410 1475 1378 1330 1338 1312

Minority 47 66 83 74 67 74

Charlottp
Majority 3769 3945 3922 3874 3882 3899

Minority 90 82 94 113 131 101

Eaton PApids
Majority 3345 3497 3513 3470 3431 3448

Minority 69 70 84 73 84 88
Grand Ledge

Majority 5411 5576 5681 5842 5912 5890

Minority 8 11 11 21 25 20
Maple Valley

Majority 1897 1961 1981 1978 1936 1953

Minority, 17 17 19 10 19 15
Olivet

Majority 1236 1194 1165 1195 1209 1235

Minority 16 18 27 23 31 16

Potterville
Majority 790 818 862 875 879 857
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1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76*

Minority 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oneida
Majority 0 4 4 5 8 10

Minority 0 0 0 1 0 0

Roxand
Majority 12 13 16 27 23 26

Minority 411 431 439 470 537 545

East Lansing
Majority 4157 4581 4433 4460 4471 4498

Minority 6201 6715 7176 7438 7729 8147
Lansing

Majority 26358 26282 24930 23471 22518 22409

Minority 15 8 19 13 17 3Q

Dansville
Majority 1012 1061 1076 1113 1111 1085

Minority 21 26 21 22 23 31

Haslett
Majority 2046 2060 2095 2103 2064 2000

Minority 96 125 141 137 160 177

Holt

Majority 4200 4321 4424 4368 4390 4336

Minority 42 32 38 3f 44 43

Leslie
Majority 1580 1647 1717 1722 1741 1741

Minority 52 59 62 78 67 80
Mason

Majority 3503 3531 3532 3529 3441 3418

Minority 58 67 98 104 136 163
Okeros

Majority 320 3270 3252 3262 3234 3220

Minority 80 78 85 95 93 71

Stockbridge
Majority 1952 2043 2033 2081 2047 2090

/-

Mitnority 129 179 220 245 253 280

Waverly
t4jority 4680 4857 4648 4518 4361 4174

Minority 3 5 8 17 11 19

Webberville
Majority 794 789 834 826 827 842

Minority 11 13 9 19 22 18

Willia*stor
Majority 1752 1845 1852 1859 1879 1869

Data rad, ivailThlo by the Michigan Ccpart-ent of Education

* Preliwinary Chita

23



Appendix 2.

Fail Elementary School Enrollment far Minority
and Mijo-ity Students IN :luster and Non-Cluster Scnools

1969

I

1274

Cluster Schools
II

1161

III

1292

Non-Cluster

Schools

11853
(341) (369) (442) (2428)

1970 1275 1114 1?28 11447
(429) (338) (461) (2691)

1971 1239 999 1164 11256
(3fi2) (366) (466) (2936)

1972 inn-A Ql* 1081 10597
(41L;) (324) (508) (3232)

1.973 94 832 1069* 9911
(N8) (341) (485) (3396)

1971 9?1 783 955 9458
(367) (338) (505) (3622)

1975 q-",'; 720 933 9307
(395) (340) (513) (3644)

* Year in which Cluster Program was implemented.
Minority wirollHent is in parentheses.
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Appendix 3.

Cohort Formation

Sdool Grade

1970-71 1 2 3 4 5 6

1971-72 1 ? 3 4 5 6

1972-73 1 2 3 4 5 6

1973-74 1 2 3 4 5 6

1974-75 1 2 3 4 6

Cohort Group II III IV

25

V
VI VII VIII IX X


